Observations on Social Conditions, Fertility and Family Survival in the Past [Resume] PRESIDENT'S ADDRESS By H. J. MALKIN, F.R.C.O.G. Nottingham THROUGH the past centuries, social conditions have improved gradually. Education has increased, medicine shown advances, and the expectation of life lengthened considerably. Whatever the conditions of the times, however, reproduction has gone on and families have been founded. My observations are on this country, and as it is likely that royal families throughout the centuries received the best care, attention, and social amenities available, I should like to concentrate mainly on them, and see how they fared through the years. I propose to exclude the present century, and some of the last, as the application of scientific knowledge to medicine, and to everyday life, has been so rapid and spectacular in the last hundred years or so, that the subject would be inexhaustible. It is, however, necessary to mention that the last century brought us antisepsis, asepsis and anTesthetics. For the measure of popularity this last received, we owe a good deal to Queen Victoria. Anaesthesia had been condemned for use in childbirth, as being unnatural and unnecessary, and in fact, quite amoral. The Queen's agreement to its use during her own confinements was, therefore, of great assistance to the obstetricians, as well as to the surgeons, who were so anxious to see anisthesia used universally and without prejudice, when and where necessary. Hanoverians (Table I) George I and his wife had only 2 children, partly from lack of opportunity, as the Queen FEBRUARY had been virtually imprisoned since the children were very young. This George, who cared little for England, came with no Queen, but his 2 mistresses.
His son and successor had married Caroline of Anspach. They had 9 children-2 died in infancy, and 7 survived their mother. In spite of this Queen's devotion to learning, and attention to her husband and children, the Household must have been a strange one to live in. The parents disliked their eldest son, and doted on a younger, the eldest son returned his parents' dislike, and amongst the brothers and sisters there was little affection but a good deal of detestation and jealousy. The Queen, who had always taken a great interest in progress, heard of some successful inoculation against smallpox in Constantinople, and after satisfying herself that 6 condemned criminals had been inoculated successfully in this country, she allowed 2 of the princesses to be treated similarly. A courageous move perhaps, but she was certainly a realist. On her deathbed, she begged the King to grant her wish and marry again. The King, scarcely able to speak for tears and sobs, murmured that he could never do that, then, after a pause added that he thought "perhaps a mistress or two instead". The Queen smiled and said "Mon Dieu, the one doesn't prevent the other"! At George II's death, his son Frederick Prince of Wales should have been king, but he died before his time. Known in the lampoons of the day as "Poor Fred", he was generally unpopular, though a great sponsor of the arts. He was obstinate and thoughtless, as is shown by his determination not to accede to his parents' request that their grandchild should be born at Hampton Court, where they were all in residence at the time it was due. As soon as his wife's labour had begun, Frederick called his coach, and into it bundled the Princess of Wales, a Lady-in-Waiting, 2 female attendants, a versatile member of the Household who was Valet-de-
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Chambre-Surgeon-Accoucheur, the Dancing Master, and several others. They drove furiously to St. James's Palace, where nothing was ready, and a couple of tablecloths had to be found, aired, and used as sheets for the confinement which in due course took place. The 8 confinements which followed this were rather less spectacular, but family life here again lacked harmony, and the majority of the children married unhappily or unsatisfactorily. The eldest son, George, did not, however; he married Charlotte of Mecklenburg-Strelitz in 1761, and by the twenty-first year of their marriage they were the parents of 15 children. Although 13 of them lived to adult life, they were not nearly as successful as their parents had been in leaving legitimate descendants behind them. Of the married daughters, none had children, and of the unmarried ones 2 had children. The 7 surviving sons all married. The 4 youngest between them had 7 children, including the Duke of Kent's daughter, Victoria. The 3 eldest had less success. The Prince Regent, afterwards George IV, had one daughter by his wife Caroline, the Princess Charlotte, and the story of her early death in childbirth has been ably told by Sir Eardley Holland (1951) in his paper "The Triple Tragedy". Triple tragedy it certainly was in the death of first baby, then mother, then doctor, but not for England's future. This stillborn baby had, it is true, a father with the Coburg stability, but it could scarcely have had 2 more unstable grandparents than the moody and emotional Prince Regent, and his wife Caroline, whose "unusualness" turned to eccentricity, and later to a form of madness. Certainly there had been much in her marriage to make her crazy, but the tendency was there, and came to the surface too easily. It would have been a sad alternative for this country to have had Charlotte or Charlotte's child as monarch instead of Queen Victoria.
The next son of George III having died childless, it fell to the lot of the third son to succeed to the throne as William IV and to produce the necessary heirs. Unfortunately his wife, Adelaide, had a most disappointing obstetric history. She had a premature baby which died the same day, a miscarriage, and a six-weeks-premature child which lived for three months when it died in a convulsive fit. So again there was no direct heir of the reigning king, and on his death, his niece, Victoria, became our Queen. The rather eccentric old William IV and his queen had had the welfare of their people at heart, and it was during their short reign that Hyde Park, and other royal parklands, were opened to the public. The previous Hanoverian couples and their families, however, although between them they had produced a large quantity of children, seemed to be pal Society of Medicine 2 found wanting. There was so little loyalty and harmony in the family circle, and so much petty jealousy, that it is not surprising that they did not present an ideal example to their subjects. The first George and the fourth were distinctly unpopular. The first one's wife never came to England; the fourth's was encouraged to stay out of it. The families of the second and third Georges were satisfactory in quantity, but not altogether in quality, and with a few exceptions were conspicuous for being self-centred, selfindulgent, and quite lacking in self-discipline. Although the question of obstetrics did come to the fore in the case of the Princess Charlotte and Queen Adelaide, perhaps the specialty which would have been of the greatest assistance to our Hanoverian Royal Families might have been the psychiatric one. (Table II) A hundred and eleven years before these Hanoverians came to sit on the throne of England, their ancestor, James VI of Scotland, had just arrived in this country to rule as James I. His father being dead, and his mother imprisoned for years, he had been brought up in Stirling Castle by the Earl of Mar, and he seems to have started life badly. His nurse was a drunkard, and fed him on "vitiated" milk. He probably had rickets. Certainly he never walked until he was children. One died aged 18 of an intermittent fever, probably tuberculosis, 2 children died in early childhood, 2 in infancy, and 1 was premature and stillborn. Only 1 daughter, and 1 son, Charles, lived to a reasonable age.
Charles I and Henrietta Maria also had 8 children, but were a little more successful in keeping them, for a time at least. One died the day of its birth, another aged 4, and 2 more before they were out of their 'teens, of either measles or smallpox. Of the 2 remaining sons, only James left behind him legitimate claimants to the throne. The elder son Charles had married Catherine of Braganza. She had no children, but at least 1 miscarriage, following which she almost died of a fever. She had a sore throat, some sort of rash, described as "spotted", and a very fast pulse. Between sleeping, she gargled, and this, we hope, did rather more good than the live pigeons cut in half and strapped to the soles of her feet to "draw out the poison". She was light-headed for days, and the fever left her extremely deaf. One might assume, I think, that she had a streptococcal septicemia.
As Charles had left no heir the crown passed to his brother James, who had already been married for the second time. His first wife reared only 2 of her 8 children, and his second wife, Mary of Modena, also had considerable difficulty in bringing up her family. The first child died at 9 months, the second lived until she was 5, the third died in infancy from smallpox, and the fourth only lived for 8 weeks. Then James, afterwards the Pretender, was born. As the Queen had breast-fed her previous children, it was felt that it would be wise to feed this one by hand, and a diet of barley flour, water and sugar, with a few currants added, was chosen. The violent indigestion, colic, vomiting and convulsions which followed never struck anyone as having anything whatever to do with feeding, and it was some weeks later that the Queen herself decided that the diet was at fault, and a wetnurse must be found. Two further pregnancies, one of the children surviving to adolescence, ends the story of this Queen's efforts at raising a family-7 children, and only 2 alive. The next monarch, Mary, James's daughter by his first wife, married, but had no children. She and her husband were joint rulers, so after her death he ruled alone, and at his death, James's younger daughter Anne became Queen Regnant. Anne had for a long time been married to Prince George of Denmark, and had not had very happy results as far as founding a family was concerned. She had three stillborn children, then a son who was a hydrocephalic and lived to the age of 11, when he died of scarlet fever, then 3 more children all of whom died within a few hours of their births. So Queen Anne, though she left a name marking an era greatly loved by people interested in architecture, furniture and the acquisition of works of art, left no heir. The Stuarts seem to have had a great deal of difficulty in rearing their not inconsiderable families. Although we know that tuberculosis was constantly about, that scarlet fever and measles were epidemic, that smallpox was a scourge of the times, and that in the seventeenth century, the terrible outbreak of bubonic plague swept over the country with disastrous results, these were by no means responsible for the constant repetition of live births of children who never reached adolescence. There had been the odd miscarriage, but out of the 38 children born to the 4 Stuart monarchs who had any family at all, only 10 survived to adult life. Only 4 had been stillborn, 3 had died of infectious diseases at 18 years of age and just under, but 21 out of the 38 had died in infancy or childhood. These children were all potential heirs to the throne of England, and every care and attention possible would have been lavished on them-perhaps too much. In any case, mortality was startlingly high, and although a public health authority might have been interested in the infectious diseases, I am still struck by the pxdiatric angle here, and why, in this particular line of the House of Stuart, the survival rate was so poor. (Table III) Not very much more than a hundred years before James VI of Scotland had become James I of England, the Wars of the Roses had ended, and Henry Tudor had become Henry VII. He and his wife, Elizabeth of York, had 7 children. The eldest, Arthur, married Catherine of Aragon, and after his early death the young widow was betrothed to the second son Henry. One daughter was married to the King of Scotland, and another to the King of France. Three other children had died in infancy, and the Queen died of puerperal fever, nine days after her last confinement. When the King himself died, his son Henry VIII reigned. Henry VIII, as we all know, had 6 wives, his first being Catherine of Aragon. A year after she was married to Henry she had a premature stillborn daughter, and the following year a son who died at 7j weeks. Two years later she had a third child, stillborn, and the next year yet another, but premature, stillbirth. Another year passed before she produced her only child to survive, the Princess Mary, and 1 more stillbirth followed. Six children of whom only 1 survived. Catherine was able and intelligent, and one of the great victories over the Scots was won under her administration in her husband's absence. All the same, she had not produced a living prince, and the story of her divorce is too well known to mention here. Certain it is that Henry did not let grass grow under his feet on the question of begetting himself an heir. He married Anne Boleyn as his second Queen in January 1533, and in the September of that year, after we understand a "very dangerous travail", the Princess Elizabeth was born. Anne Boleyn fared no better than her predecessor, and apart from the one daughter, had, in three successive years, 3 miscarriages. Her execution was four months after the last of these, and again Henry wasted no time. He married Jane Seymour almost immediately, and after a good deal of anxiety on his part, and presumably on the part of his Queen too, she was delivered on October 12, 1537, of a son, afterwards Edward VI. We know that her labour was difficult, and Henry's reputed remark about saving the child as he could always find another wife may or may not be true, but it is believed likely that she was delivered by Clesarean section by Dr. Owen, a one-time President of the Royal College of Physicians. What we do know is that she had to conform to the traditional lying-in before her confinement (she retired a month before) and that whatever she had gone through during labour, she had to be present at the christening. This was at night, three days after delivery. A large procession which was preceded, and followed, by quantities of trumpeters, formed up in her bedroom, and she was carried along on a state pallet to the ceremony, which lasted for nearly three hours. Next day she felt indisposed. The next, she was seriously ill, and her death occurred on the twelfth day following her confinement, and quite certainly from puerperal fever. Henry's three further ventures into matrimony ended in Anne of Cleves, his fourth wife, being divorced, Catherine Howard, his fifth, being beheaded, and Catherine Parr, number six, outliving him-but no more children. He had not had many illegitimate children, and in spite of 6 wives, his sum total of legal heirs was 3: Edward VI who died aged 16, Mary who reigned for five years (she had married Philip of Spain, but had had no children, though on numerous occasions she imagined herself to be pregnant) and Elizabeth who reigned until she was nearly 70, but had never married.
Of the 3 Tudor monarchs who had married, only the 2 Henrys had children. Henry VII had had 7, 4 of whom survived, but his Queen had died of puerperal fever. Henry VIII had had his 6 wives, but only 3 had become pregnant, their total pregnancies amounting to 11 only. Of these 11, 3 survived childhood (though 1 only to the age of 16), one died very early in infancy, and 7 were stillbirths, premature stillbirths, or miscarriages. 2 of the 3 surviving children had been difficult labours (1 most likely having ended in Cisarean section) and 1 of his Queens also had died of puerperal fever. A satisfactory outcome of pregnancy appeared to be major obstacle in this family, and perhaps one might consider a history of congenital syphilis. There is, however, almost overwhelming evidence that this was not so. There were so many mothers, or would-be mothers involved, that one can dismiss toxemia as a general cause of the trouble, and the Rhesus factor, too, can hardly be blamed. Whatever the cause of the difficulties and setbacks in their struggle to produce living infants, it does sound as if some of these Queens were in need of skilled obstetric care, and it is of course, more than likely that the gaps in the knowledge of this specialty were largely the cause of the trouble. What particular gap it is hard to say, but perhaps an obstetrician interested in ante-natal care might have gone a long way towards preventing these tragedies. (Table IV) Passing back over the Wars of the Roses and internal strife and struggle originating from the descendants of Edward III, we go to 1066 when William the Conqueror came over here. William was the first of the 4 Norman Kings, and he had married Matilda of Flanders. This most able, energetic and learned Queen spent some of her time in England, and some in Normandy, moving about with her husband, except on those occasions when William left her to govern in his absence. During her busy life Matilda managed to bring up quite a sizable family. Nine months after her marriage her first son was born, and he was followed in fairly quick succession by 3 more sons and 6 daughters. A total of 10 children, all of whom survived to adult life, with the exception of 1 who died late in childhood, possibly it is thought of malaria, a disease which flourished in the low-lying parts of the country. After the batchelor King, William II, another and younger son of William the Conqueror became Henry I. Henry had married Matilda of Scotland, and by her he had 2 children-a small family in those days. It is interesting that, prior to his marriage, Henry had had a large selection of illegitimate children (he owned to 20 at least), then 2 by his first wife, and none by his second wife Adela. She, however, eventually married again, and had, according to the Chroniclers, "numerous progeny", of whom 7 at least survived and are recorded by name. The next king, Stephen, had also married a Matilda. She was Matilda of Boulogne, and they had 5 children, of whom 1 died in early childhood. She too had a very busy and responsible time during her husband's absences, and she was frequently left in charge whilst he was away fighting the Empress Maud, who was trying to win the English Crown. We understand that all these Norman royal wives were pleasing in appearance and character. They were devoted wives and wielded considerable power in the country, besides having a sound and practical knowledge of the running of a household and estate, and during times of war were themselves frequently responsible for the care of the sick and wounded.
The first Plantagenet King was Henry II. His wife was Eleanor of Acquitaine, a Princess of Provence, who was an extremely intelligent young woman, well versed in the arts, especially music and poetry. She had been married to the King of France, and had had two children. She said that her husband was more Saint than man and, having set eyes on Geoffrey of Anjou and his son Henry, she demanded a divorce from the Pope on the grounds of consanguinity (she was a fourth cousin), and as soon as this was granted she married Henry of England, when she was cs and Gyna?cology 121 31, and he was 19. By him she had 5 sons and 3 daughters. Newcastle, rode amongst the troops, waited for the successful issue of the battle of Neville's Cross, and the capture of the King of Scotland, then rode to the coast, and crossed to Calais to join her husband.
Looking back at the Norman and early Plantagenet Kings and Queens, one notices that a number of them had large families, and there were comparatively few infant deaths. They seemed to become pregnant, carry on with their busy lives, make long journeys lasting for some weeks, or a year or two, produce their children, attend to their education, and visit their various homes and estates. The expectation of life as long ago as the eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth centuries was poor, but in spite of this the royal families seemed to thrive surprisingly well. The Hanoverians, apart from visiting their native Germany, travelled very little, and were singularly lacking in a number of the better qualities. The Stuarts had married their wives from Denmark, France, Portugal and Italy, but apart from journeys into enforced exile had not themselves been conspicuous for journeying abroad. The Tudors had taken a real interest in their people (assuming they were of the right religion), and did move amongst them on their royal progresses around England, but they were not particularly unselfish, and the commoners whose homes were honoured by these royal visits were expected to put a great deal of their wealth into preparing sumptuous and lavish hospitality. Reverting again to the earlier royal families-I personally have a very real admiration for their Queens. They were well educated, interested in affairs of State, had a high sense of duty, and nearly all proved themselves to be most capable as wives, mothers and administrators.
It seems to me that for sheer devotion to duty, natural acceptance of family life, contact with their peoples both at home and abroad, for enterprise, adaptability, and readiness to give so much of their lives in journeys by which they hoped to benefit their country, the Norman and early Plantagenent Queens, and their husbands, have, throughout history, never been equalled, far less surpassed, until we come to those descendants of Queen Victoria who are our ruling house to-day.
